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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Grant of Application for a Fuel Waiver
Submitted by the Arlantic Richfield
Company (ARCO)~-Decision of the
Administrator

I. Introduction

Section 211{f)(1) of the Clean Alr Act (Act), 42 U.S.C.
7545(f){(1), states that, effective upon March 31, 1977,
it shail be unlawful for any manufacturer of any fuel or
fuel additive to first introduce into commerce, or to
increase the concentration in use of, any fuel or fuel
additive for general use in light duty motorsvehicles
manufactured after model vear 1574 which is not substantially
similarif to any fuel or fuel additive utilized in the.
certification of any model year 1975, or subseguent model
year, vehicle or engine under section 206 of the Act.?/
Section 211(£){4) of the Act, 42 U.8.C. 754S(f)(4), provides
that the Administrator of the EPA, upon application aof any
manufacturer of any fuel or fuel additive, may waive the
prohibicions established under section 211(f) if the
Administrator determines that the applicant has established
that such fuel or fuel additive or a specified concentration
thereof, or the emission products of such fuel or additive
or specified concentration thereof, will not cause or

ctontribute to a failure of any emission control device or
system (over the useful life of any vehicle in which such

device or system is used) to achieve compliance by the

i/‘I‘he revised definition of "substantially similar®
was published in the Federal Register on July 28, 1981,

46 FR 38582.

EfSection 206 of the Act sets forth the certification
requirement which vehicle manufacturers must comply with
in order to introduce into commerce new model year motor

vehicles,
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vehicle with the emission standards with respect to which it
has been certifieg pursuant to section 206 of the Act. If
the Administrator does not aCt to grant or deny an appli-
cation within 180 days of receipt of the application, the
waiver authorized by section 211(f)(4) shall be treated as

granted.

On April 27, 1981 Atlantic Richfield Company (ARCO)
submitted a waiver application under section 2LI{£f)} of the

Act for a blend of unleaded gasoline with methanol and

tertiary butyl alcohol, such that a maximum ratio by volume

of one me thanol ta gasoline grade tertiary butyl alcohol iz
not exceeded and a maximum concentration of up to 3.5
weight pe rcent oxygen in finished unleaded gasoline is

observed. The Administrator has until November 9, "198] to

grant or deny a waiver.
198l was extended by an agreement between ARCO and EpPa.

The original deadline of October 25,

Additional data were supplied by ARCO on July 21, 1981, The
information submitted by ARCO consists of test data and
evaporative

analvses Covering the areas of exhaust emissions,
emissions, driveability, and materials compatibility, ARCQO
concluded that the submitted data and analyses demonstrate
that its blend, used within the maximum amounts requested,
would not cause or contribute to a failure of any emission
control device or system (over the useful life of any

which such device or system is used) to achieve

the emission standards with

vehicle in
compliance by the vehicle with

respect to which it has been certified pursuant to section

206 of the Act.
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II. Summa xy of the Decision

I have determined that ARCO has met the burden establighed
under sect ion 211(£3(4) flecessary to obtain a waivers’
provided the ratio of methanol to GTBA in the finished fuel
does not exceed one, the concentration of total oxygen in the
fuel does not exceed 3.3 percent by weight, the finished
fuel is blended such that it meets the American Society for
Testing and HMaterials (ASTM) fuoel volacility specifications”
(ASTM D-439 ) for the area and time of year in which it is
sold, and ARCO takes all reasonable Precavtions to ensure
that the Ffinished fuel s not used as a base gasoline to
which other OXygenated additives are added., In teaching this
decision, I have considered all tne available information
and data inc luding that providedby Persons other than the

apolicantc.
1II. Method of Review

In order to obtain a waiver for a fuel or fuel additive
(hereinafter, fuel or fuel additive wil] be collectively

referred to as "fuel") the applicant must establish that the

fuel and itsg emission products will not cause or contribute

emission standards with respect to which it has been certified

Pursuant to section 206 of the AcCt. This burden, which

Congress has imposed on the applicant, if interpreted literally,

is virtually i1mpossible to meet as 1t requires the proot of a
i.e., that no vehicle will fail to meet

Aegative poroposition,
certified.

emission standards with respect to which it has been

2/ The addicive asg defined in this application is not
"substantially similar” te any fuel utilized in certi-
fication under section 206 of the Act as that term is

defined. See note 1, supra.



Taken literally, it would reguire the testing of avery
vehicle. Recognizing that Congress contemplated g workable
walver provision, mitigation of this stringent burden was
deemed flecessary. For purposes of the waiver Provision, Epa
has previously indicated that reliable statistical sampling
and fleet testing Protocols may be used to demonstrate that
a2 fuel under consideration would not cause or contribute to
a4 significant failure of emission Standards by vehicles in
the national fleet {see, Waiver Decisions on Tertiary Butyl
Alcohol (TBA), 44 FR 18530 (1979) ang Anafuel Unlimitegd
{Fetrocoal), 46 FR 48975 (1981},

Emission data submitted with respect to a waiver
reguest are analyzed by appropriate statistical methods in
order to characterize the effect that a fuel will have on
emissions. Which tests are dppropriate +o Characterize the
emission effects of a fuel depends on whether the fidel is
predicted to have an instantaneous effect or a long-term
deteriorative effect opn emissions or both. If the fuel is
predicted to have Gnly an instantaneocus effect, i.e.,, the
fuel causes an instantaneous incremental shife in the
emission lewvels relative to & base fuel and that shift
remains constant throughout the useful life of the vehicle,
then “back-to-back™ emnission testing will suffice.3/ If,
however, a long-term deteriorative effect ig Predicted, then

5CG,000-nmile durability testing would be required.é”{

47 Back-to-Back emission testing involves testing a vehicle on
a base fuel, then testing that same vehicle on the waiver fuel.
The difference in emission levels is attributed to the waiver

3/ 50,000-mile durability testing involves operating a matched
set of vehicles for 50,000 miles and testing each vehicle for

its emissions at 5,000 mile intervals. This is essentially the
same testing pattern which each automohile Ranufacturer must do

for new motor vehicle Certification under section 206 of the
Act.



The statistical tests applied to emissions data provided
with respect to a waiver request for a fuel expected to have
an instantaneous emission effect are: a Paired Difference
Test, a Sign of Difference Test, and a Deteriorated Emissions
Test {(a test which compares the deteriorated emissions with
the emission standards in lieu of actually having 50,000-mile
emissions data). These statistical tests are described in

Appendix A to this decision.

An alternative to Providing the amount of data necessary
to meet the statistical reqguirements, is to make judgments
based upon a reasonable theory regarding emission effects
supported by confirmatory testing. If there exists a reasonable
theory which predicts the emission effects of a fuel, an applicant
@may only need to conduct a sufficient amount of testing to
denonstrate the validity of such theory. This thedry and
confirmatory testing then form the basis from which the Admini-
strator may exercise his Jjudgnent on whether the additive will
cause or contribute to a signifiecant failure of any emission
control dewvice or system which results in a failure by the
vehicle to achieve compliance with emission Standards. iIn
addition to emission data, EPA also reviews data on materials
compatibpili ty, driveability, fuel composition, and specifications.
This information is Receéssary to fully characterize a fuel, and
to determine whether such additive will cause or contribute +o

a significant failure of vehicles to comply with appropriate

emission standards.

Such faillure could result from any of the above factors.
For example, driveability problenms such as lean misfire and
repeated stalling lead to jincreased emissions. Materials
compatibility problems could iead to failure of fue] systems
which are designed to pPrecise tolerances. Deviations bevond the
tolerances could result in greater emissions. Yolatility
specifications could demonstrate a tendency for high evaporative

losses,



Analysis
A Exhaust Emission Data

AS the waiver request encompassed several different
possible combinations of methanol and GTBA, ARCO tested
vehicles at two "highest concentration® combinations.

Specifically, ARCO tested eleven vehicles. For a more

detailed list see the Characterization Report - Atlantic

Richfield Company (Docket No. EN-81-10). Each vehicla

was tested on:

i) unleaded gasocline
i1} five percent me thancl/five percent GTBA

1id) 16 percent GTBA

The combinations of five percent methancl and’five percent
GTBA (for a 3.7 weight percent oxyden content}; and 16
pPercent GTBA (for a 3.5 weight percent CXygen content) are
slightly higher than the 3.5 weight percent oxygen content
that is the upper limit of the concentrations granted by
this waiver. If the Comparison of these blends with unleaded
gasoline produced satisfactory results on the statistical
tests, I find no reason Lo question that lower concentrations
would cause any worse effects. Experience with other waivers
had demonstrated that increases in emissiong, particularly
oxlides of nitrogen and evaporative hydrocarbons, were Propor—
tional to oxygen content. Thus I would conclude that if
satisfactory results CG&Cur at the highest concentration
endpoints of the comiinations requested, I could grant a

walver for all intermediate concentrations.,

The numerical results Of the three statistical tests
are summarized in Appendix B. Tests 1 and 2 are desiagned
Lo determine whether ARCO's additive contributes te a failure
of vehicles to meet emission standards. Test 3 is designed to

determine if the additive will cause the faiivre of vehicles

ol - N I

to meet emissinm



Wi th regard to the application of the Paired Difference

Test {(Test 1), at the five percent methancl/five percent GTBA

level, the hydrocarban (HC) and carbon monoxide (CQ) emissions

decreased and oxides of nitrogen {NOx) emissions were not

adversely affected. For the 16 percent GTBA level, all three

pollutants decreased. To be able to utilize the Paired
Difference Test to arrive at a conclusion, for each pollutant
the upper bound of the confidence interval must be equal to or
less than ten percent of the applicable standard; e.g., with
an HC standard of 1.5 grams per mile, the upper bound of the
interval must be 0.15 grams per mile or less if the interval
A8 vehicles representing different standards

contains zero.

were used here, a welghted average standard based on the

in the sample was used. In the case of the five percent
the intervals for HC and CO

vehicles
methanol, five percent GTBA level,

were entirely below zero, while the NOx interval contailned

zere but maintained an Mpper bound within ten percent of the

vehicle emission standard. For the 16 percent GTBA level, all

three intervals were entirely beiow zero.

The results of Test 2 (Sign of Difference Test) indicate
that HC, COC, and NOx emissions will not likely increase.
In fact they tend to show that HC and CO will decreage for
while a like number of vehicles will increase and

These results are true for both the five
as well as the

mest cars,

decrease for NOx.

percent me thanol/five percent GTBA cembination,

16 percent GTBA concentration.

The results of the third test indicate that AR(CO's

additive (at both concentrations) satisfied the criterion

for this sample, and would not cause vehicles tg exceed

emission standards when emissions deterioration for 50,000

miles is considered.
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Because Tests 1 and 2 for the two toncentrations tested

show no adverse effect on emissions as a group, and the
analysis under Test 3 shows that emissions standards were not
exceeded, I conclude that this additive does not cause or
contribute to the failure of vehicles to meet exhaust emission
standards. As I have already discussed, since testing was done
at or even above the highest levels of concentrations requested
by ARCO, I conclude that any lower concentrations of GTBA and
methanol as requested by ARCO will similarly not cause or

contribute to the failure of vehicles to meet exhaust emission

standards .
B. Evaporative Emissions

ARCC asserted that evaporative emissions are directly
related to fuel volatility, and that a linear carreflatian
exists between evaporative emissions and the Front Engd
Yolatility Index (FEVI}.—S-/ This relationship has been
clearly established when the fuel is composed entirely of
hydrocarbon components. It has also been demonstrated to
apply when the Ffuel containsg some relatively small bercentages
cf the oxygenated hydrocarbons tertiary butyl alcohol {TBA),
methyl tert iary butyl ether (MTBE), and a mixture of TBA and
rethanocl {Oxinol}z/ At a concentration lower than the
maximum reguested in this walver application. ARCO performed
gvaporative emissions tests on $ix fuels: (1) Indolene, (2) a

iow volatility hydrocarbon only fuel, {3} a high volatility

éKE‘EVI is egual to the Reid Vapor Pressure (partial
pressure at 155° F, ASTM Da39-78) plus 0.13, times the

aumerical percentage of fuel evaporated at l3ge g,

s

/see waiver Decisions for TBA, 44 FR 10530, MTBE,
44 FR 12242; and Oxinol, 44 FR 37074



hydrocarbon only fuel, (4) a 1ou volatility 4.5 percent
methanol 74.5 percent GTBA fuel, (5) a high vo}_atility 4.5
Precent methanol/ /4.5 Percent GTBA fuel, ang (6) a high
volatilitcy 1g pPercent GTBA fuel, and demonstrated that for
those fuels such a relationship does €xist. Thus, controlling
the volatility within ASTHM volatility specifications should

evaporative emissions than is characteristic of Commercially
available fuels.®/ q. volatility of commercially ‘
avallable gasoline varies over a substantial range, and
indeed must he blended with the correct volatility for the
particular geographic area ané time of vear. Therefore, 71
conclude that the subject additive will not cause or contribute
. to the failure of vehicles to meet evaporative emission
standards provideg the final fuejg is blended to meer the

C. Other Technical issues

i. HMaterials Compatibility

reviewing a waiver request. Materials incompatibiiity

Can <contribute kg or Cause the failure of vehiclesg to meet

I jt:}—/See Waiver Decisjion for Oxinocl, 44 rp 37674,
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exceed the +olerances specifiied by the manufacturer, Such
changes can impair the performance of the vehicle to

the point that emissions are adversely affected. Unfortunately,
materials compatibility data are not as easily subjected to

quantitative analysis as are emission data.

Most of the negative comments submitted to the docket
came from au tomakers concerned with ARCO's failure to
perform emis sions tests over the full 50,000-nile useful

"1life of the test vehicles. They contend that alcohol fuels

have potential problems with engine wear and fuel systems

materials which would appear only in long term emissian

testing. Thus, the automakers argued that ARCO should have

performed 50, 000-mile emissions tests.

_ ARCO was aware of this concern and performed a laboratory
test program in order to evaluate the materials effects of

its additive. A variety of automotive metals, plastics,

and elastomerss (including carburetor parts) was subjected to
30 day immers ion and vapor testing at 110° 7 in order to
simulate compatibility and long term durability. The test
fuels were basse unleaded gasoline, gasohol, a five percent
methanol/five percent GTBA tuel, a 16 percent GTBA fuel, a

five percent methanol fuel, and an Oxinol (2.75 percent
methanol/2.75 percent GTBA)} fuel. The tests were performed
with the fuels in "dry" and single phase “wet” conditions
becayuse water woncentration, for which alcohol has an affinity,
has a significant corrosive effect on some metals. The

results of the tests indicate that there were no significant

detrimental ef Fects on any of the materials.

ARCO also ran a 50,000-mile dynamone ter durability test

el a seven percent methanol fuel (3.5 weight percent oxygen)

and considered it as a WOrst case approximation for the

waiver additive since no GTBA was present. HNo unusual wear,

deposits, changes in tubricating oil Characteristics, or

other problems were observed,
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ARCO has also performed fleet testing involving the
waiver additive ang did not encounter any materlials compati-

bility problens.

Based on the information submitted by ARCO and others,
and our judgment, I conclude that the waiver additive does
not present a materials compatibility problem affecting
emissions with the fuel Systems currently in use.

2. Total Oxygen Content

ARCO's additive wil] POssess a higher oxygen contentc
(maximum of 3.5 percent by weight) in a finished unleaded
gasoline than any other additive for which a walver has been
granted. Waivers have been granted for the fuels Gasohol 2/
and Petrocoai,iﬁf which contain higher percentages of

oxygen, but these fuels are expected to bhe more readily

-identifiable through the distribution/suppiy System gs being

Oxygenated than an unleaded gasoline. Because there is a
potential for the further addition of Oxygenated additives to
unleaded gasoline as it moves through a distribution system, and
because such addition would result in a fuel or fuel additive

for which a waiver has not been granted, I am regquiring ARCO

For a more detailed discussion of the above issues see the

Characterizat ion Report in Docket No. EN-81-10.

3/ See notice on Gasohal, 44 FR 20777.

7 See Waiver Decision ftor Petrocoal, 46 FR 458975,

3
Y



IV. Finddngs and Conclusion

I ‘havre determined that ARCO has established that its
additive will not cause or contribute to a failure of any
emission control device or system {over the useful Ii1fe of
any vehicle in which such device or system is used) to

achieve compliance by the vehicle with the emission Standardg

with respect to which it has been certified pursuant

to section 206 of the Act,

I hereby grant the waiver requested By ARCO for its
additive pr-ovided the foliowing conditions are met -

(1} A& maximum ratio by volume of one methanal to

gasoline grade tertiary butyl alcohol ig not exceeded;

~

(2} A maximum concentration of up to 3.5 waight percent

Ooxygen in finished unleaded gasoline is Observed;

(3) The finished unleaded gasoline Reets the fyel voelatility

spe<ifications of the American Society for Testing
and Materials (ASTM) Standard D-439 for gasoline

for the area and tine ef year in which it is marketed;

(4} ARCO takes all reasonable precautions to ensure

that the finished unleaded gasoline is not ugsed as

a base gasoline to which other oxvgenated

addi tives are added.
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Under Executive Order 12291 the Office of Management
and Budget {0MB) was afforded the CPPOrtunity to review

this action-l OMB declined to review this decision.

This action is not 4 "rule* as defined in the Regulatory
Flexibility -Act 5 U.8.C. 601¢2y, bDecause EPA ig not reguired
to undergo "notice ana comment ® under section 553(b) of the
Administrative Procedure Act, or other law. Therefore, Epa

has not prepared a sSupporting regulatory flexibility analysis

addressing the impact of this action on small business

entities,

This is a finai Agency action of naticnal applicqpility.
Jurisdiction to review this action lies exclusively in the
U.8. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit.
Under section 307(b){1l) of the Clean Air act Judicial review
of this action is available oniy by the filing of a petition
for review in the U.5. Court of Appeals for the District of

Columbia Circuit within 60 days o©f .the date of publication

of notice of this decision in the Federal Register. Under

section 307(b) (2), today's action may not be challenged
later in a separate judieial Proceeding brought by the

Agency to enforce the statutory Prohibitions.

< :
[1-7-9 ««:@Z’?%

Anlna M. Gorsuch
Administrator




APPENDIX A
STATISTICAL CRITERIA

The following is a brief description of the statistical
tests used to characterize the emission effects of a fuel
or fuel additive:

{1} The Paired Difference Test

For each vehicle tested on-a base fuel and on the
waiver fuel or fuel additive, the difference between the
waiver fuel or fuel additive emissions and’ thé base Ffuel
emissions is calculated. A 903 confidence interval is
constructed for the mean difference. If the resulting
interval lies entirely below zero it is indicative of no
adverse ef Fect from this waiver fuel or fuel additive. If
the entire interval isg above zero, it is indicative of an
adverse ef fect from the waiver fuel or fuel additive. If
the interval contains zexo, there is arguably no difference

{4} The Sign of Difference Test -

For each vehicle tested with a base fuel and the
waiver fuel or fuel additive, the sign of the emission
difference between the waiver fuel or fuel additive emissions
and the base fyel emissions is astertained. This test is
designed to determine whether the number of vehicles demon-
Strating an increase (+) in emissions with the waiver fuel
or fuel addi tive significantly {at a 90 percent confidence
level) exceeded those showing a decrezssge i~} in emissiocns
with the waiwver fuel or fuel! additive.

{3) The Deteriorated Emissions Test

For each vehicle the effect the waiver fuel or fuel
additive has on emissions isg determined. fThis incremental
effect, eithear positive or ntegative, is added to the 50,000~
mile certification emission value of the certification
emission vehicle which the test vehicle represented. This
incremented S0,000-mile emission value is compared to
emissions standards to determine if it dig or did not exceed
the standards. Either a pPass or fail is assigned accordingly.
The pass/fail results are analyzed using a one-sided $ign test.
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The first two methods of analysis are designed to
determine whether the waiver fuel or fuel additive has an
adverse effect on emissions as compared to the base fuel.
Each characterizes a different aspect of adverse effect,

The Paired Difference Test determines the mean difference in
emlssions between the base fuel and the waiver fuel or fuel
additive. The Sign of Difference Test assesses the number

determinat ion is not unduly influenced oy very high or very
low emission results from only a few vehicles.

The Deteriorated Emissions Test analysis indicates
whether the waiver fuel or fuel additive causes a vehicle to
fail to meet emission standards. This test examines each
vehicle's emission rerformance as
standard. It 1is useful to perform this analysis even if the
first two analyses indicate the waiver fuel or fuel additive
has no adverse effect. The analysis indicates whether the
emissions E£rom any particular type of vehicles or special
emission control technologies are uniquely sensitive to the
waiver fuel or fuel additive, thusg causing vehicleseto fail
to meet emi ssion standards. This effect could be masked in
the previcus analyses which consider the emissions results
as a2 group without distinguishing the emissions impact on

subgroupns.
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Appendix B - Numerical Summary of the Statistical Tests

1. Paired Difference Test

Listed below are the 90 percent cenfidence intervals inp
grams per mile around the mean difference between the base
fuel and the waiver fuel emission level.

A. Five volume percent methanol/Five volune percent GTAHE

Hydrocarbons {HC) -0.37 o -0.14
Carbon Monoxide {(CO) ~12.32 to =-3.33
- Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) -0.32 to +0.04

B. 15 volume percent GTBA

Hydrocarbons (HC) ~0.37 to -0.11
Carbon Monoxide (CO) ~12.11 to -3.81
Oxides of nitrogen (NOx) -0.33 to —~0.03

2. 8Sign of Difference Test

Listed below is the percent confidence with which
one could state that the ARCO additive will cause an increase
in the emissions over the base fuel emissions. This is
based on the ohserved increases in emissions ocut 9f the
total vehicles tested. Included are the number of obgserved
increases out of the total sample. An increase in emissions
exists when the emission level for the waliver fuel is
greater than the ewission level for the base fuel.

Fuel Pollutant increases/Test % confidence of increase
5v %
wethanol/ HC 2711 .6
Sv g o i/11 .1
GTBA HOx 4/11 11.3 _
lév § GTBA HC G/11 0.0
CO i/11 g.1
NOx 4710 17.2
3. Deteriorated Emission Test

ror both the 5 volume Percent methanol/5 volume percent
GTBA and the 1% volume percent fuels, the number of vehicles
out of eleven vehicles whose incremental 50,000 mile emission
values exceed emission standards was zero for all three

pellutants.



ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
(FRL- 1173 3

Grant of Application for a rFuel Waiver;
Summary of Decision

AGENCY: Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
ACTION: Notice

SUMMARY: Pursuant to section 2I'i{f) of the Clean Air Act
(Act), the Administrator is conditionally granting

a fuel waiver regquest, invelving methanol and gasoline
grade tertiary butyl alcohol, submitted by the Atlantic
Richfield Company.

PUBLIC DOCKET: Copies of information on this waiver appii-
€ation and the Administrator's Decision are available for
inspection in public docket EN-81-10 at the Central Docket
Section {A~-130) of the Environmental Protection Agency,
Gallery I-West Tower, 401 M Street, Sw, Washington, DC
<0460, {(202) 755-0245, between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and
4:00 p.m. As provided in 40 CFR Part 2, a reasonable fae
may be charged for copying services.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: James W. Caldwell or

Robert Gelman, Fuels Section, Pield Operations and Support
Division {EN—397}, U.s. Environmental Protection Agency,
401 M Street, 5w, Washington, DC 20460 {202) 382-2635,
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 211(f) of the Clean
Air Act {Act), 42 U.s.C. 7545(£) (1), prohibits the intro-

duction into commerce of certain row automotive fuwls

and fuel addi tivesg. Section 211(f}{4) of the Act, 42 U.S.C.
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7545 provides that the Administrator of the EPA, upon appli-

cation by a fuel or fuel additive manufacturer, BaY walve the

prohibitions established under section 211{f) if the
Administrator determines that the applicant has established
that such fuel or fuel additive will not cause vehicles

to fail emissions standards. The Atlantic Richfield Com-—
pany {(ARCCQ) has submitted such an application for

a fuel additive.

For reascns specified in the decision document, I
have decided =3 conditionaliyﬂgrant the waiver request
by ARCO for the use in unleadeg gascline of an additive
consisting of methanol in combination with gasoline grade
tertiary butyl alcchol (GTBA)}, such that, in the finished
product, the ratic of methanocl Lo GTBA by volume does not
exceed one, the concentration of OXygen does not exceed 3.5
percent by weight, the American Society for Testing and
Materials (ASTM) fuel volatility specifications (ASTM D-439)
for the area and time of year in which it is marketed are
met, and ARCQO takes all reasconable precautions to ensure
that the finished fuel is not uséd as a base gasoline to
which other oxygenated additives are added. The waiver is
being granted based on the determination that the additive,

above, will not cause or contribute

R

when used as specified
Lo a failure of any 1975 or subsequent model vear vehicle or

engine to comply with the emizsion standards with respect to

which it was certified under section 206 of the act.
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- Under Executive Order 12291 the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) was afforded the opportunity to review

this action. oMB declined to review this decision,

This action is not a "rule" as defined in the Regulatory
Flexibility Act, S U.s.cC. 601{25, because EPA is not reguired
to unéergé{ "notice a&é comment”™ under section 553(b)} of the
Administrative Procedure Act, or other law. Therefore, EPA
has not prepared a supporting regulatory flexibility analy31s

addressing the impact of this action on small business

entities,

This is a final Agency action of national applicability,
Jurisdiction to review this action lies exclusively in the
U.5. Court of appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit.
Under section 307(b){1) of the Clean Air Act judicial review
of this action is available only by the filing of a petition
for review in the U.$. Court of Appeals for the District of

Cblumbia Circult within 60 days of (the date of publication).

Under section 307(b)(2), today's action ééy not be challenged

later in a separate judicial Proceeding brought by the

Agency to enforce the statutory prohibitions.

A,

Anne M. Gorsuch
Administrator
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